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SUMMARY 


This  report  presents  information  about  children  reDorted  to  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Welfare  (D.P.W.)  as  heeding  protective 
services  in  May  1978.    Regional  variations  with  respect  to  the  reports 
themselves,  D.P.W. 's  response  to  these  reports,  and  the  characteristics 
of  reported  children  and  their  families  are  examined.    The  following  were 
compared  regionally: 

--report  type  and  D.P.W.  response  to  reported  incident; 

--characteristics  of  reported  families; 

--characteristics  of  reported  children; 

--report  source; 

--actions  taken  to  arrive  at  disposition;  and 
--staffing. 

Data  were  collected  from  D.P.W.  and  private  agency  records  by 
professional  reviewers  using  a  structured  case  record  review  form. 
Information  about  1459  children  from  947  families  was  analyzed.  In 
interpreting  the  findings,  remember  that  this  report  is  based  totally 
on  information  contained  in  protective  service  case  records,  and  is 
therefore  only  as  reliable  as  those  case  records.    The  percentages 
presented  in  this  report  should  be  regarded  as  minimum  estimates  only. 

Boston 

Boston  had  the  lowest  percentage  of  screened  out  children  (5%)  and 
the  highest  percentage  of  children  having  no  disposition  decision  or  no 
assignment  to  assessment  worker  (45%)  at  the  time  of  reviewJ    Boston  took 
the  most  days  on  average  to  complete  three  stages  of  the  protective  service 
procedures.    For  those  reported  children  for  whom  this  information  was 
available,  an  average  of  32.3  days  elapsed  between  screening  decision 
and  assignment  to  assessment  worker,  62.2  days  between  assignment  to 
assessment  worker  and  assessment  completion,  and  21.8  days  between 
assessment  completion  and  transfer  to  CSA.* 

Boston  was  seriously  understaffed  for  assessment  during  June  and  July 
of  1978  when  these  cases  were  being  assessed.    This  staff  deficit  was 
positively  related  to  Boston's  high  rate  of  reports  in  which  no  disposition 
decision  or  no  assignment  had  been  made  and  to  the  comparatively  long  time 
between  screening  decision  and  assignment  to  assessment  worker. 


The  review  date  was  always  at  least  55  (and  averaged  90)  days  after 
report  date  for  these  cases. 


interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data 


Boston  had  the  highest  rate  of  reported  families  with  only  a  female 
caretaker  present  (70%)  and,  similarly,  the  lowest  rate  with  both  a  male 
and  female  caretaker  present  (25%).    Boston  had  the  lowest  rate  of  regular 
employment  among  caretakers  (13%),  and  a  high  rate  of  families  deriving 
at  least  part  of  their  income  from  AFDC  or  GR  (50%)  as  noted  in  case 
records.*    Families  in  Boston  had  high  rates  of  female  caretakers  with 
emotional  (48%)  and  medical  (20%)  problems  noted  in  the  case  records.* 

Boston  had  fewer  White  (41%)  and  more  Black  (40%)  children  than 
other  regions.2    Children  from  Boston  were  most  likely  to  have  a  history 
of  foster  care  (10%)  and  of  protective  service  court  involvement  (16%). 


Springfiel  d 

Among  children  reported  in  May  1978,  Springfield  had  the  highest 
percentage  of  screened  out  children  (53%)  and  the  lowest  percentage  of 
children  who  were  assessed  in  or  already  active  (18%).    Workers  in 
Springfield  screened  out  comparatively  high  rates  of  non-mandated 
(67%)  and  anonymous  (82%)  reports.    While  Springfield  workers  took  com- 
paratively few  days  on  average  from  screening  decision  to  assignment  to 
assessment  worker  (2.9  days)*,  they  took  the  fewest  actions  per  child 
(3.14)  during  screening  and  assessment. 

Springfield  was  most  apt  to  receive  reports  from  social  workers  from 
private  or  public  agencies  (2-7%).    This  region  received  the  highest  rate 
of  mandated  reports  (66%)  and  the  lowest  rate  of  non-mandated  reports  (12%). 

Springfield  had  the  lowest  rate  of  families  with  at  least  part  of 
their  income  from  AFDC  or  GR  (36%)  as  noted  in  case  records.*  Children 
from  Springfield  families  were  most  likely  to  have  been  previously  reported 
to  D.P.W.  for  abuse  or  neglect  (35%),  but  were  least  apt  to  have  a  history 
of  foster  care  (3%). 


Worcester 

Worcester  had  a  high  rate  of  screened  out  children  (38%)  and  the  lowest 
rate  of  children  having  no  disposition  decision  or  no  assignment  to  assess- 
ment worker  (4%)  at  the  time  of  the  review.'    Worcester  took  comparatively 
few  days  on  average  from  report  to  screening  decision  (05  days)  and  from 
screening  decision  to  assignment  to  assessment  worker  (2.5  days).*  Children 
in  Worcester  were  most  likely  to  receive  an  emergency  response  (10%)  and  to 
be  removed  from  home  as  a  result  of  the  reported  incident  (20%). 


'The  review  date  was  always  at  least  55  (and  averaged  90)  days  after 
report  date  for  these  cases. 

2These  percentages  are  based  only  on  those  cases  for  which  the  information 
was  available  in  the  case  record. 

interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data 
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Worcester  had  the  highest  rate  of  non-mandated  reports  (32%) 
and  screened  out  a  comparatively  high  percentage  of  these  (54%). 
Worcester  workers  were  most  likely  to  make  calls  to  D.P.W.  (89%)  and 
private  agencies  (70%),  interview  and/or  observe  the  child  (82%), 
solicit  medical  (32%)  and  psychological  (22%)  reports,  and  to  place 
calls  to  (46%)  or  interview  (70%)  the  accused  during  screening  and 
assessment.    Consequently,  Worcester,  which  had  a  staff  surplus  in 
June  1978  and  only  a  slight  staff  deficit  in  July  1978,  averaged  the 
most  actions  per  child  during  screening  and  assessment  (5.53). 

Worcester  had  one  of  the  highest  rates  of  families  deriving  at 
least  part  of  their  income  from  AFDC  or  GR  (56%)  as  noted  in  the  case 
records.*    Children  in  Worcester  were  most  likely  to  be  living  in  their 
natural  homes  (96%).    These  children  had  a  comparatively  high  likelihood 
of  having  been  previously  reported  to  D.P.W.  for  abuse  or  neglect  (33%). 


Lawrence 

Lawrence  had  the  highest  rate  of  children  who  were  assessed  in  or 
already  active  (49%),  and  a  comparatively  low  rate  of  children  having.no 
disposition  decision  or  no  assignment  to  assessment  worker  (6%)  at  the 
time  of  the  review  J 

Lawrence  workers  were  more  likely  than  workers  in  other  regions 
to  make  home  visits  (83%),  to  interview  and/or  observe  the  child  (74%), 
and  to  solicit  medical  reports  (32%)  during  screening  and  assessment. 
Lawrence's  high  rate  of  actions  taken  per  child  (4.13)  was  positively 
related  to  the  fact  that  Lawrence  was  not  seriously  understaffed  for 
assessment  for  June  and  July  1978. 

Families  in  Lawrence  had  one  of  the  lowest  rates  of  regular  employment 
(15%).*    Children  were  least  likely  to  be  living  in  their  natural  homes 
(84%).    They  were  most  apt  to  be  reported  as  having  a  chaotic  home  (36%) 
and  to  be  suffering  from  physical  neglect  (34%).    Children  in  Lawrence 
were  most  likely  to  have  indications  of  previous  abuse  or  neglect  in  their 
records  (64%)  and  to  have  a  history  of  protective  service  court  involvement 
(16%). 


The  review  date  was  always  at  least  55  (and  averaged  90)  days  after 
report  date  for  these  cases. 


♦Interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data 


Greater  Boston 


Greater  Boston  had  a  relatively  high  percentage  of  children  having 
no  disposition  decision  or  no  assignment  to  assessment  worker  (34%)  at 
the  time  of  the  review.'  ■  This  region  took  the  most  days  on  average  from 
report  to- screening  decision  (4.6  days),  but  the  least  number  of  days 
from  assessment  completion  to  transfer  to  CSA  (1.4  days).* 

Greater  Boston  was  seriously  understaffed  for  assessment  during 
June  and  July  1978.    A  positive  relationship  was  found  between  this  staff 
deficit  and  Greater  Boston's  high  rate  of  reports  in  which  no  disposition 
decision  or  no  assignment  to  assessment  worker  was  made  and  to  the 
comparatively  long  time  between  screening  decision  and  assignment  to 
assessment  worker  (12.1  days). 

While  children  in  Greater  Boston  were  least  likely  to  have  been 
removed  from  home  as  a  result  of  the  reported  incident  (13%),  they  were 
most  likely  to  have  been  reported  as  coming  from  a  chaotic  home  (36%) 
and  as  having  a  lack  of  supervision  (43%). 


New  Bedford 

New  Bedford  had  a  low  percentage  of  children  who  were  screened  out 
(10%)  and  the  highest  percentage  of  children  who  were  assessed  out  (30%). 
A  high  rate  of  mandated  reports  (51%)  were  assessed  in  and  a  high  rate 
of  anonymous  reports  (45%)  were  assessed  out.    New  Bedford  took  the  least 
number  of  days  on  average  from  report  to  screening  decision  (.4  days).* 
This  region  was  least  likely  to  provide  an  emergency  response  (3%). 

New  Bedford  was  seriously  understaffed  in  July  1978.    This  staff 
deficit  was  positively  related  to  the  relatively  few  actions  taken  per 
child  in  New  Bedford  during  screening  and  assessment  (3.23)  and  to  the 
comparatively  long  time  between  screening  decision  and  assignment  to 
assessment  worker  (14.3  days).* 

Families  in  New  Bedford  were  most  likely  to  derive  at  least  part 
of  their  income  from  AFDC  or  GR  (57%),  and  to  be  regularly  employed 
(36%)  as  noted  in  the  case  records.*    Families  in  New  Bedford  had  the 
highest  rates  of  female  caretakers  with  emotfonal  (49%)  and  medical 
(26%)  problems.*    Children  in  these  families  were  most  likely  to  have 
been  reported  as  suffering  emotional  neglect  (39%)  and  most  likely  to 
have  a  history  of  foster  care  (10%).    These  children  were  also  less 
apt  to  be  living  in  their  natural  homes  than  children  in  most  other 
regions  (85%). 


The  review  date  was  always  at  least  55  (and  averaged  90)  days  after 
report  date  for  these  cases. 


*Interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  report  presents  information  about  children  reported  to  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Welfare  (D.P.W.)  as  needing  protective 
services  in  May  1978.    The  information  was  collected  from  D.P.W.  and 
private  social  service  agency  records  from  late  July  through  September 
1978.    Variations  among  the  state's  six  regions  are  the  focus  of  this 
report . ' 

Regional  differences  for  the  following  are  examined: 

--report  type  and  D.P.W.  response  to  reported  incident  (including: 
disposition,  emergency  response,  removal  of  child,  relationship 
of  disposition  and  report  type); 

--characteristics  of  reported  families  (including:  living  situation, 
income  source,  characteristics  of  male  and  female  caretakers); 

--characteristics  of  reported  children  (including:  demographics, 
symptoms  of  abuse  and  neglect,  protective  service  history); 

--report  source  (including:    mandated,  non-mandated,  and  anonymous 
reporters,  the  relationship  of  report  source  and  disposition, 
the  relationship  of  report  source  and  report  type); 

— actions  taken  to  arrive  at  disposition  (including:    home  visits, 
interview/observation  of  child,  interview  with  accused,  the 
relationship  of  actions  taken  and  report  type);  and 

--staffing  (including:    staffing  levels  for  assessment,  the 
relationship  of  staffing  levels  and  disposition). 

The  report  text  presents  regional  variations.    Tables  1  through  10 

present  all  state  and  regional  data  examined  for  this  report. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Instrument  Design  and  Pretest 

In  June  1978,  the  Office  of  Research  and  Evaluation  was  requested 
by  the  Offices  of  Social  Services  and  Field  Operations  to  provide  full 
descriptive  information  about  reports  of  child  abuse  and  neglect.  Building 
upon  suggestions  from  Social  Services  and  Field  Operations  staff,  a 
structured  case  record  review  document  was  designed.    Two  pretests  were 
conducted,  with  the  second  consisting  of  60  reviews  spread  across  D.P.W.'s 
six  regions.    Instrument  revision  resulted  from  both  pretests.    The  final 
case  record  review  document  included  items  requiring  primarily  factual 
answers  based  on  information  contained  within  the  protective  service 
case  record.    Judgmental  decisions  by  reviewers  about  case  characteristics 
were  thus  minimized. 

Data  Collection 

Six  reviewers,  all  of  whom  had  previous  professional  experience  related 
to  child  abuse  and  neglect,  were  hired  to  conduct  the  case  reviews.  Reviewers 
received  eight  days  of  training,  which  included  descriptions  of  D.P.W.'s 
protective  service  system,  explanations  of  each  item  in  the  case  record 
review  document,  and  practice  reviews  of  case  records.    Data  collection 
was  conducted  from  July  25  through  September  28,  1978. 

Completion  Rate 

During  May  1978,  D.P.W.  received  protective  service  reports  on  1437 
families.    1092  of  these  reports  were  screened  or  assessed  by  D.P.W.  staff 
and  345  were  assigned  to  private  agencies.    Of  the  1437  families  reported 
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in  May,  reviewers  collected  data  on  73%  (1052);  this  report  includes 
information  on  947  of  these  families. 

Unit  of  Analysis 

Analyses  were  conducted  using  two  distinct  units:    the  reported 

child  (characteristics  of  reported  children,  description  of  reported 

children,  and  response  to  reported  incident)  and  the  reported  family 
(family  situation  and  background).    This  analysis  includes  1459  children 
in  947  families. 

Cautions 
Missing  Data 

While  the  data  included  in  this  report  represent  the  most  complete 
information  currently  available  on  protective  service  cases  in  Massachusetts, 
there  are  nevertheless  important  limitations  which  must  be  taken  into 
account  in  interpreting  the  findings. 

This  report  is  based  totally  on  information  contained  in  protective 
service  case  records,  and  is  therefore  only  as  reliable  as  those  case 
records.    The  amount  of  missing  data  varied  greatly  across  items,  regions, 
and  administrative  dispositions.    Further,  if  a  particular  condition  (for 
example,  the  female  caretaker  had  been  abused  as  a  child)  was  not  noted 
in  the  case  record,  this  could  mean  that:    the  condition  was  not  present, 
or  the  social  worker  had  not  asked  about  it,  or  the  social  worker  had  not 
noted  the  answer  in  the  case  record.    Therefore,  the  percentages  presented 
in  this  report  should  be  regarded  as  minimum  estimates  only. 
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General izabil ity 

This  report  is  based  on  information  from  those  case  records  for 
May  1978  reports  which  could  reasonably  and  economically  be  obtained 
during  the  2-month  review  period.    While  the  vast  majority  of  May  1978 
reports  were  thus  followed  up  by  the  Office  of  Research  and  Evaluation, 
it  should  nevertheless  be  clearly  understood  that  all  May  reports  were 
not  reviewed.    Additionally,  the  reports  received  during  May  may  not 
be  representative  of  reports  received  during  other  months.    The  findings 
are  therefore  not  necessarily  general izable  beyond  this  particular 
data  set.    This  is  especially  important  to  keep  in  mind  in  reviewing 
the  findings,  since  the  new  Protective  Service  Model  had  been  in  effect 
for  only  one  month  before  May.    Workers  have  probably  become  more  familiar 
with  the  procedures  since  that  time,  and  a  follow-up  study  at  the  present 
time  might  yield  somewhat  different  results. 

Private  Agencies 

In  considering  the  following  findings,  the  reader  should  also  bear 
in  mind  that  140  of  the  reported  children  included  in  this  study  were 
assigned  to  private  agencies. 
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REGIONAL  VARIATIONS 

Report  Type  and  Response  to  Reported  Incident  (See  Tables  1  and  2) 
Report  type  did  not  differ  greatly  =mong  the  regions.  Regional 

rates  of  reported  neglect,  abuse,  both  neglect  and  abuse,  and  sexual 

2 

abuse  were  similar. 

Regions  did  vary,  however,  in  their  responses  to  reported  incidents. 
Regional  variations  were  found  in  the  length  of  time  taken  to  process 
these  reports,  the  dispositions  that  were  made,  the  rate  of  emergency 
response,  and  the  rate  of  children  removed  from  home  as  a  result  of  the 
incident. 

For  those  children  for  whom  this  information  was  included  in  the  case 
record,  regional  differences  in  the  average  number  of  days  to  complete 
each  phase  of  the  protective  service  procedures  were  substantial.* 


Greatest  Number  of  Days 
(Averages ) 


Least  Number  of  Days 
(Averages ) 


Between : 
Report  and  Screening 
Decision 


Greater  Boston  (4.6) 


Worcester  ( .  5)  and 
New  Bedford  (.4) 


Screening  Decision 
and  Assignment 
to  Assessment 
Worker 


Boston  (32.3) 


Springfield  (2.9)  and 
Worcester  (2.5) 


Assignment  to 
Assessment  Worker 
and  Assessment 
Compl etion 


Boston  (62.2) 


Springfield  (32.8)  and 
New  Bedford  (32.3) 


Assessment 
Completion  and 
Transfer  to  CSA 


Boston  (21 .8) 


Greater  Boston  (1 .4) 


♦Interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data. 
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Regions  also  differed  in  the  dispositions  that  were  made.-3 

--Boston  (5%)  and  New  Bedford  (10%)  screened  out  low  proportions 
of  reported  children,  while  Springfield  (53%)  and  Worcester 
(38%)  screened  out  relatively  high  rates  of  reported  children. 

--New  Bedford  (30%)  was  most  likely  to  assess  out  reported 
children,  whereas  Lawrence  (49%)  was  most  likely  to  assess  in.^ 

--At  the  time  of  the  case  review, 5  Boston  (45%)  and  Greater  Boston 
(34%)  had  the  greatest  numbers  of  children  awaiting  disposition 
decisions  or  assignment  to  assessment  workers.    Worcester  (4%) 
had  the  least. 

The  relationship  between  the  dispositions  that  were  made  and  report 
type  were  examined  for  state  and  regional  differences.    Dispositions  varied 
somewhat  depending  on  report  type  (See  Table  2). 

--Statewide,  workers  screened  out  25%  of  neglect  reports,  17%  of 
abuse  reports,  16%  of  reports  of  both  neglect  and  abuse,  and 
19%  of  sexual  abuse  reports. 
--Statewide,  workers  assessed  out  19%  of  neglect  reports,  33%  of 
abuse  reports,  14%  of  reports  of  both  neglect  and  abuse,  and 
25%  of  sexual  abuse  reports.    Workers  in  Worcester  (47%)  and 
New  Bedford  (44%)  assessed  out  high  rates  of  abuse  reports  in 
comparison  to  other  report  types. 
--Statewide,  workers  assessed  in  38%  of  neglect  reports,  27% 
of  abuse  reports,  45%  of  reports  of  both  neglect  and  abuse, 
and  40%  of  sexual  abuse  reports. 
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—Statewide,  at  the  time  of  the  review,  there  had  been  no 
disposition  decision  or  no  assignment  to  assessment  worker 
for  16%  of  neglect  reports,  21%  of  abuse  reports,  24%  of 
reports  of  neglect  and  abuse  reports,  and  14%  of  sexual 
abuse  reports.    Workers  in  Boston  (60%)  had  a  particularly 
high  no  decision/no  assignment  rate  for  abuse  reports  in 
comparison  with  other  report  types. 
Regional  variations  were  noted  in  the  rate  of  emergency  response  and 

in  the  rate  of  children  removed  from  home  as  a  result  of  the  reported 

incident. ^ 

--Children  in  Worcester  and  Lawrence  were  most  likely  to  receive 
an  emergency  response  (10%  and  10%  respectively)  and  to  be 

removed  from  home  as  a  result  of  the  reported  incident  (20% 

and  20%  respectively). 
--Children  in  New  Bedford  (3%)  were  least  likely  to  receive 

an  emergency  response. 
—  Children  in  Springfield  (14%)  and  Greater  Boston  (13%)  were 

least  likely  to  be  removed  from  home. 

Characteristics  of  Reported  Families  (See  Table  3) 

Substantial  regional  variations  existed  in  family  characteristics 
as  noted  in  the  case  records.* 

--Boston  (70%)  had  the  highest  percentage  of  families  with 
only  a  female  caretaker  present  and  the  lowest  percentage 
of  families  with  both  a  male  and  female  caretaker  present  (25%). 

interpret  cautiously— substantial  missing  data 
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—New  Bedford  (57%)  and  Worcester  (56%)  had  the  highest  rates 
of  families  who  derived  at  least  part  of  their  income  from 
AFDC  or  GR.    Springfield  (36%)  had  the  lowest  rate. 

--Families  in  Boston  (13%)  and  Lawrence  (15%)  had  the  lowest 
reported  rates  of  regular  employment,  while  New  Bedford  (36%) 
had  the  highest  rate. 

—  Families  in  New  Bedford  and  Boston  had  comparatively  high 
rates  of  female  caretakers  with  emotional  problems  (49%  and 
48%  respectively)  and  medical  problems  (26%  and  20%  respectively) 
noted  in  the  case  records. 

Characteristics  of  Reported  Children  (See  Table  4) 

Regional  differences  in  the  characteristics  of  reported  children 
were  found . 

— There  were  no  substantial  regional  variations  in  the  sex 

and  mean  age  of  reported  children. 
--Boston  differed  from  other  regions  with  regard  to  ethnicity, 

having  fewer  White  (41%)  and  more  Black  (40%)  children  than 

any  other  region. ^ 
--Children  in  Worcester  (96%)  were  most  apt  to  be  living  in  their 

natural  homes.    Children  were  least  likely  to  be  at  home  in 

Lawrence  (84%)  and  New  Bedford  (85%). 
--According  to  case  records,  lack  of  supervision,  a  chaotic  home, 

emotional  neglect,  and  physical  neglect  were  the  most  commonly 

reported  symptoms  of  reported  children.    Case  records  indicated 

that  children  in  Lawrence  (36%)  and  Greater  Boston  (36%)  were  most 

interpret  cautiously— substantial  missing  data 


likely  to  have  been  reported  as  from  a  chaotic  home. 
Greater  Boston  (43%)  reported  the  most  children  with  a 
lack  of  supervision.    Emotional  neglect  was  most  often 
reported  for  children  in  New  Bedford  [39%)  and  Boston 
(34%),  whereas,  physical  neglect  was  reported  most  often 
for  children  in  Lawrence  (34%). 
--The  protective  service  histories  of  children  varied  across 
regions.    While  children  in  Lawrence  (64%)  were  most  likely 
to  have  been  previously  abused  or  neglected  as  indicated 
in  their  case  records,  children  in  Springfield  (35%)  and 
Worcester  (33%)  were  most  likely  to  have  been  previously 
reported  to  DPW  for  neglect  or  abuse.    Children  in  Boston 
(10%)  and  New  Bedford  (10%)  were  most  likely  to  have  a 
history  of  foster  care.    Children  in  Boston  (16%)  and 
Lawrence  (16%)  had  the  highest  rates  of  protective 
service  court  involvement. 

Report  Source  (See  Tables  5,  6,  and  7) 

There  were  slight  regional  differences  with  regard  to  report  source. 
--Boston  (17%)  was  most  likely  to  receive  reports  from  hospital 

or  cl inic  personnel . 
—Springfield  (27%)  and  Worcester  (19%)  were  most  likely  to 

receive  reports  from  social  workers  from  private  or  public 

agencies  (other  than  DPW). 
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--Lawrence  (15%)  and  Greater  Boston  (19%)  received  most  of 

their  reports  from  anonymous  sources. 
--New  Bedford  (16%)  was  most  likely  to  receive  reports  from 

DPW  social  workers. 
When  report  sources  were  classified  as  mandated,^  non-mandated, 
or  anonymous,  regional  differences  became  more  apparent. 

--Springfield  had  the  highest  rate  of  mandated  reports  (66%) 

and  one  of  the  lowest  rates  of  non-mandated  reports  (12%). 
--New  Bedford,  by  contrast,  had  the  lowest  rate  of  mandated 

reports  (45%)  and  one  of  the  highest  rates  of  non-mandated 

reports  (25%). 

--Worcester  had  the  highest  rate  of  non-mandated  reports  (32%). 
--Greater  Boston  had  the  highest  rate  of  anonymous  reports  (19%). 
The  relationship  between  report  source  and  disposition  was  examined 
for  state  and  regional  differences.    Dispositions  varied  substantially 
depending  on  the  report  source  (See  Table  6). 

--Statewide,  workers  screened  out  20%  of  mandated  reports, 

33%  of  non-mandated  reports,  and  32%  of  anonymous  reports. 

Workers  in  Springfield  (67%)  and  Worcester  (54%)  screened 

out  particularly  high  rates  of  non-mandated  reports. 

Workers  in  Springfield  (82%)  and  Lawrence  (66%)  screened  out 

the  highest  rates  of  anonymous  reports. 
— Statewide,  workers  assessed  out  18%  of  mandated  reports, 

24%  of  non-mandated  reports,  and  32%  of  anonymous  reports. 

Workers  in  Greater  Boston  (36%)  assessed  out  the  highest  rate 
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of  non-mandated  reports.  New  Bedford  (45%)  and  Worcester 
(43%)  workers  assessed  out  the  highest  rates  of  anonymous 
reports . 

. — Statewide,  workers  assessed  in  42%  of  mandated  reports, 
28%  of  non-mandated  reports,  and  18%  of  anonymous 
reports.    Lawrence  (59%)  and  New  Bedford  (51%)  workers 
assessed  in  the  highest  rates  of  mandated  reports.^ 
While  disposition  is  strongly  related  to  report  source,  report 

type  and  report  source  are  only  somewhat  related.    Statewide  and 
regionally,  the  percentages  of  neglect,  abuse,  both  neglect  and 
abuse,  and  sexual  abuse  reports  varied  only  slightly  depending  on  the 
source  of  the  report  (See  Table  7). 

Actions  Taken  to  Arrive  at  Dispositions  (See  Table  8  and  9) 

The  actions  taken  by  screening  and  assessment  workers  form  the 
basis  for  their  disposition  decisions^  (e.g.,  phone  calls  to  private 
agencies,  home  visits).    Substantial  regional  differences  were  found 
in  the  average  number  of  actions  taken  per  child^  and  in  the  types 
of  actions  taken  as  noted  in  the  case  records. 

--Worcester  (5.53)  and  Lawrence  (4.13)  took  the  most 

actions  per  child. 
--Springfield  (3.14)  and  New  Bedford  (3.23)  took  the 

fewest  actions  per  child. 
--Those  workers  most  likely  to  make  calls  to  DPW  were  in 

Worcester  (89%)  and  Greater  Boston  (72%). 
—Workers  in  Lawrence  (33%)  and  Greater  Boston  (33%)  were 
most  apt  to  call  schools. 


--Boston  (22%)  and  Greater  Boston  (23%)  workers  were 
more  apt  than  workers  in  other  regions  to  place  calls 
to  family  members. 

--Workers  in  Worcester  and  Lawrence  were  most  apt  to  make 
home  visits  (82%  and  83%  respectively),  interview  and/or 
observe  the  child  (82%  and  74%  respectively),  and  solicit 
medical  reports  (32%  and  32%  respectively). 

--Worcester  workers  were  also  more  apt  than  workers  in 
other  regions  to  make  calls  to  private  agencies  (70%), 
solicit  psychological  reports  (22%),  interview  the  accused 
(70%),  and  call  the  accused  (46%). 

The  actions  taken  by  screening  and  assessment  workers  to  arrive  at 
disposition  were  only  slightly  related  to  report  type.    Statewide  and 
regionally,  the  actions  taken  for  reports  of  neglect,  abuse,  both 
neglect  and  abuse,  and  sexual  abuse  were  similar.  (See  Table  9). 

Staffing  (See  Table  10) 

Regional  differences  in  staffing  levels  for  assessment  were  examined 
for  their  relationship  to  disposition,  to  time  taken  to  complete  assessment, 
and  to  the  number  of  actions  taken  during  screening  and  assessment.  Staffing 
levels  for  June  and  July  1978,  the  period  during  which  most  assessments 
of  May  1978  protective  reports  were  conducted,  were  explored.  u 

--Substantial  regional  variations  were  found  in  staffing  levels 
for  assessment.    June  1978  staffing  levels  varied  from  a 
deficit  of  19  assessment  workers  in  Boston  to  a  surplus 
of  1  assessment  worker  in  Worcester.    July  1978  staffing 
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levels  varied  from  a  deficit  of  19  workers  in  Boston 
to  a  deficit  of  2  workers  in  Lawrence.  Boston, 
Springfield,  and  Greater  Boston  were  seriously  under- 
staffed in  June.    Boston,  Greater  Boston,  and  New  Bedford 
were  seriously  understaffed  in  July. 
Regional  differences  in  staffing  levels  for  assessment  were  expected 

to  be  related  to  the  responses  given  to  reported  incidents.    The  following 

relationships  were  found:    (See  Tables  1  and  8). 

--Staffing  levels  were  related  to  regional  differences  in 
disposition.    Specifically,  high  rates  of  reports  in  which 
no  decision  had  been  made  or  in  which  the  report  had  not 
been  assigned  to  an  assessment  worker  (as  of  date  of  review) 
were  noted  in  Boston  (45%)  and  Greater  Boston  (34%).  These 
were  the  regions  most  seriously  understaffed  in  both  June 
and  July  1978. 

--Staffing  levels  were  related  to  the  length  of  time  between 
screening  decision  and  assignment  to  an  assessment  worker. 
Boston  (32.3  days),  New  Bedford  (14.3  days),  and  Greater  Boston 
(12.1  days)  took  the  longest  to  assign  cases  to  assessment  workers. 
Boston  and  Greater  Boston  were  seriously  understaffed  in  June 
and  July.    New  Bedford  was  understaffed  in  July. 

--No  clear  relationship  was  found  between  staffing  levels  and  the 
length  of  time  taken  for  assessment  completion. 
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-Staffing  levels  were  related  to  the  average  number 
of  actions  per  child  that  were  taken  by  workers 
during  screening  and  assessment.    Workers  in  Worcester 
(5.53  actions)  and  Lawrence  (4.13  actions)  took  the 
greatest  number  of  actions  per  child.    These  two 
regions  were  the  least  understaffed  for  June  and 
July  1978. 


Protective  Service  Reports  in  May  1978:    A  Preliminary  Description, 
published  in  March  1979  by  the  Office  of  Research  and  Evaluation, 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  presents  a  statewide 
overview  of  these  data. 

For  screened  out  children,  classification  as  to  abuse,  neglect, 
both  abuse  and  neglect,  or  sexual  abuse  was  based  on  the  CW3B. 
For  assessed  in  and  assessed  out  children,  this  was  based  on 
additional  information  gathered  during  assessment. 

Children  are  "screened  out"  or 'screened  in"  by  a  regional  social 
worker  after  a  report  of  alleged  abuse  or  neglect  has  been  received. 
Through  interviews  with  reporters  and  collateral  sources  of  infor- 
mation, the  regional  social  worker  determines  whether  the  child 
should  be  referred  for  assessment  as  a  protective  service  case 
("screened  in")  or  not  referred  for  assessment  ("screened  out"). 

After  being  screened  in,  children  are  then  "assessed  in"  or 
"assessed  out"  by  a  regional  social  worker  who  is  involved  with  the 
family  for  0-45  days.    During  this  period,  the  social  worker  determines 
whether  the  situation  within  the  family  requires  ongoing  protective 
services  ("assessed  in")  or  requires  no  ongoing  attention  as  a 
protective  service  case  ("assessed  out"). 

Of  the  1459  children  reported  statewide,  518  had  been  previously 
reported.    Of  those  518,  249  were  still  active  cases  as  of  May  1978. 
Of  the  249,  6  of  the  May  reports  were  screened  out,  31  were  assessed 
out,  193  were  assessed  in,  17  were  still  awaiting  a  disposition  at 
the  time  of  the  review,  and  the  dispositions  of  2  were  unknown.  Reports 
on  currently  active  cases  were  screened  out  or  assessed  out  for 
reasons  which  included  the  following:    another  agency  was  already 
involved  in  the  case;  the  case  was  already  active  at  the  CSA;  the 
May  report  was  the  second  referral  on  a  case  whose  disposition  had 
not  yet  been  decided;  casework  during  assessment  had  sufficiently 
stabilized  the  case. 

The  201  already  active  cases  in  the  assessed  in  group  included  the 
193  above,  4  that  were  immediately  transferred  to  the  CSA  without 
assessment,  and  another  4  that  were  ongoing  cases  that  were  inadequately 
described  or  labelled  in  the  case  records. 

The  "assessed  in"  group  includes  those  cases  that  were  already  active 
at  a  CSA  or  a  private  agency. 

The  review  date  was  always  at  least  55  (and  averaged  90)  days  after 
report  date  for  these  cases. 

Both  short  and  long  term  removals  are  included  (e.g.,  emergency  shelter, 
hospital  entry,  foster  placement). 
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7. 


These  percentages  are  based  only  on  those  cases  for  which  the 
information  was  available  in  the  case  record. 


8.  Classification  of  mandated  reporters  is  in  accordance  with 
Chapter  119,  Section  51A. 

9.  For  each  region,  disposition  rates  for  a  given  report  source 
should  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  total  rate  for  that 
region. 

10.  Regional  variations  in  rates  of  actions  taken  were  examined  for 
children  who  were  not  screened  out. 

11.  The  average  number  of  actions  taken  per  child,  computed  for  those 
children  who  were  not  screened  out,  is  equal  to:    number  of  actions  taken 

number  of  children 

12.  Source:    Social  Service  Staffing  Report  for  June  and  July,  1978. 

These  figures  do  not  take  into  account  assessments  which  were  contracted 
out  to  other  agencies. 
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TABLE  1 

REPORT  TYPE  AND  RESPONSE  TO  REPORTED  INCIDENT 


SPRING- 

GREATER 

NEW 

STATE- 

BOSTON 

FIELD 

WORCESTER 

LAWRENCE 

BOSTON 

BEDFORD 

WIDE 

(N-185) 

(N-199) 

(N=260) 

(N-314) 

(N=236) 

(N=265) 

(N-1459) 

sport  Type 

Negl ect  only 

515(94)2 

535(105) 

512(133) 

558(173) 

502(117) 

545(144) 

535(766) 

Abuse  only 

23  (43) 

24  (48) 

25  (66) 

17  (54) 

17  (40) 

19  (50) 

21  (301) 

Negl ect  and 

17  (31) 

13  (26) 

5  (12) 

19  (60) 

19  (46) 

13  (35) 

14  (210) 

abuse 

Sexual  abuse 

5  (9) 

4  (8) 

4  (11) 

7   ( 20) 

8  (17) 

5  (12) 

5  (77) 

None3 

4  (8) 

6  (12) 

15  (38) 

2  (7) 

7  (16) 

9  (24) 

7  (105) 

Disposition 

Screened  out  55(10) 

Assessed  out  13  (24) 

Assessed  in  or  36  (66) 

already  active 

No  decision  yet  45  (84) 

or  not  assigned  - 

yet 


535(105) 
22  (44) 
18  (36) 


38-  (99) 
26  (67) 
31  (81) 


7    (14)       4  (10) 


24«  (74) 
18  (56) 
49  (155) 


14*  (34) 
23  (53) 
28  (66) 


10S  (26) 
30  (80) 
41  (109) 


245(348) 
22  (324) 
35  (5131 


6    (20)      34    (81)      17    (44)      17  (253) 


Emergency  Response         95  (7) 

Removed  as  a  result  185(33) 
of  this  incident 


85  (15)  105  (25) 
145  (28)     205  (53) 


105  (31)  55  (12)  35  (7)  75(107) 
205  (63)      135  (31)      175  (45)  175(253) 


Days  between  steps 

in  screening/ 

assessment  process* 
Average  number  of 

days  between: 
Report  and 

screening  decision  1.2(110} 


.7(180)       .5(245)       1.6(284)  4.6(189) 


.4(239)  1.4(1247) 


Screening  decision 
and  assignment  to 

assessment  worker     32.3  (93)       2.9  (56)      2.5(104)       7.4(167)    12.1(129)    14.3(162)  11.7  (711) 


Assignment  to 
assessment 
worker  and 
assessment 
compl etion 


62.2  (32)      32.8  (40)    42.8  (77)      50.8(107)    40.7  (64)    32.3(136)  43.5  (456) 


Assessment 
completion 
and  transfer 
to  CSA 


21.8    (6)       6.4  (11)    17.9  (10)      14.7  (61)      1.4    (21)    7.9  (35)  11.0  (144) 


Percentages  in  all  tables  have  been  rounded  and  may  not  always  add  to  100*. 

'■Numbers  in  parentheses  respresent  the  number  of  cases  having  this  characteristic. 

^For  some  children,  a  report  was  filed  with  no  clear  description  of  symptoms. 

♦Interpret  cautiously— substantial  missing  daia. 
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TABLE  2 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  DISPOSITION  AND  REPORT  TYPE 


Screened  Out  Cases 

Negl ect  only 
Abuse  only 
Neglect  and  abuse 
Sexual  abuse 
None3 
TOTAL 


SPRING- 
BOSTON  FIELD 
(N=185)    (N=l 99) 


5%  (5) 
(3) 
(0) 
(0) 
(2) 


7 
0 
0 
25 


53%4(56) 
40  (19) 
(15) 
(6) 
(9) 


58 
75 
75 


535(10)  53%(105) 


GREATER     NEW  STATE- 
WORCESTER     LAWRENCE     BOSTON       BEDFORD  WIDE 
(N=260)         (N=314)      (N=236)      (N=265)  (N=1459) 


42%(56)  24%  (41)  19%(22)  10%  (1  5)  2555(195) 

20  (13)  19  (10)  10    (4)  4  (2)  17  (51) 

8  (1  )  23  (14)  9    (4)  0  (0)  16  (34) 

9  (1)  25  (5)  6  (1)  17  (2)  19  (15) 
74  (28)  57  (4)  1  9  (3)  29  (7)  50  (53) 
38% (99)  24%  (74)  1435(  34)  10%  (26)  2W348) 


Assessed  Out  Cases 


Neglect  only 
Abuse  only 
Neglect  and  abuse 
Sexual  abuse 
None 
TOTAL 


9%  (8)  22%  (23)  18%(24)  14%  (25)  21%(25)  26%  (38)  192(143) 

12    (5)  31  (15)  47  (31  )  29    (16)  25  (10)  44  (22)  33  (99) 

19    (6)      8  (2)  25    (3)  13      (8)  13    (6)  14  (5)  14  (30) 

22    (2)  13  (1  )  36    (4)  20      (4)  12    (2)  50  (6)  25  (19) 

38    (3)  25  (3)  13    (5)  43      (3)  63  (10)  38  (9)  31  (33) 

1  335(24)  22%  (44)  2625(67)  18%  (56)  2356(53)  30%  (80)  22%(324) 


Assessed  In/Already 
Active  Cases 

Neglect  only 
Abuse  only 
Neglect  and  abuse 
Sexual  abuse 
None 
TOTAL 


43% (40) 
21  (9) 
35  (11) 
(4) 
(2) 


44 
25 


21%  (22) 
15  (7) 


23 
13 
0 


(6) 
(1) 
(0) 


36%(66)    18%  (36) 


32%(43)  56%  (97)  26%(30)  43%  (62)  38%(294) 

33  (22)  35    (19)  20    (8)  34    (17)  27  (82) 

58    (7)  52    (31)  39  (18)  63    (22)  45  (95) 

55    (6)  40      (8)  47    (8)  33      (4)  40  (31) 

8    (3)  0      (0)  13    (2)  17      (4)  10  (11) 

3135(81  )  49%(155)  28%(66)  41%(109)  3525(513) 


No  Decision/Not 
Assigned  Cases 


Neglect  only 

43% (40) 

4% 

(4) 

5% 

(7) 

5% 

(9) 

32% (38) 

17% 

(25) 

16% 

(123) 

Abuse  only 

60 

(26) 

15 

(7) 

0 

(0) 

6 

(3) 

45  (18) 

18 

(9) 

21 

(63) 

Neglect  and  abuse 

45 

(14) 

12 

(3) 

8 

(1) 

10 

(6) 

39  (18) 

23 

(8) 

24 

(50) 

Sexual  abuse 

33 

(3) 

0 

(0) 

0 

(0) 

10 

(2) 

35  (6) 

0 

(0) 

14 

(11) 

None 

13 

(1) 

0 

(0) 

5 

(2) 

0 

(0) 

6  (1) 

8 

(2) 

6 

(6) 

TOTAL 

45% (84) 

It 

(14) 

435(10) 

6i 

(20) 

34% (81 ) 

17°/ 

(44) 

18%^ 

(253) 

3For  some  children,  a  report  was  filed  with  no  clear  description  of  symptoms. 

^53%  of  the  neglect  reports  (56  cases)  in  Springfield  were  screened  out. 
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TABLE  3 


CHARACTERISTICS  OF  REPORTED  FAMILIES* 


SPRING-  GREATER    NEW  STATE- 

BOSTON      FIELD       WORCESTER    LAWRENCE    BOSTON     BEDFORD  WIDE 
(N=131)    (N=147)      (N=159)      (N=164)      (N=163)    (N=183)  (N=947) 


Living  Situation 

Female  caretaker 

present  only 
Both  male  and 

female  caretakers    25  (33)    46  (67) 

present 


70%(92)  52%(77) 


56%(89)  50%(82)  53%(87)  46%  (84)  5435(511) 
42  (67)      46  (76)      44  (72)    51    (94)    43  (409) 


Income  Source 

AFDC  or  GR 
Regul ar 
Empl oyment 


50%(66)  36%(53)  56%(89)  48?£(78)  42%(69)  57%(105)  49%(460) 
13  (17)    18  (27)      23  (36)      15  (25)      25  (41)    36    (66)    22  (212) 


Female  Caretaker 

Emotional 

problems  noted 
Medical 

problems  noted 


48%(63)  38%(56)  34%(54)  37%(61)  33%(54)  49%  (89)  40%(377) 
20  (26)    10  (15)      14  (23)      22  (36)       9  (14)    26    (48)    17  (162) 


Male  Caretaker 

Emotional 

problems  noted 
Medical 

problems  noted 


7%  (9)  15%(22) 
8  (11)      1  (2) 


4%  (7)  1655(26) 
4    (6)       9  (14) 


9%(15)  15%  (28)  11  %(107) 
1    (2)      8    (14)      5  (49) 


Interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data 
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TABLE  4 

CHARACTERISTICS  OF  REPORTED  CHILDREN 


Mean  Age 
Sex 

Male 
Female 


BOSTON 
(N-185) 

7.5 


SPRING- 
FIELD 
(N-199) 

7.3 


WORCESTER 
(N-260) 

6.8 


492  (90)  43*  (86)  442(115) 
50    (93)    53  (105)    53  (138) 


LAWRENCE 
(N-314) 

7.9 


472(146) 
51  (159) 


GREATER 

BOSTON 

(N*236) 

8.2 


NEW 

BEDFORD 
(N»265) 

7.7 


STATE- 
WIDE 
(N-1459) 

7.6 


522(123)  462(122)  472(682) 
47  (110)    51  (136)    51  (741) 


Ethnicity5* 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 


412  (65)    762  (97)  822(185) 
7  (16) 


40  (63)  6  (7) 
13    (21)    13  (16) 


(8) 


(7) 


(21) 
(5) 


902(203) 
1  (2) 
6  (13) 
4  (8) 


882(164)    812(151)  782(865) 


3  (6) 

4  (7) 

5  (9) 


6    (12)    10  (106) 


3  (6) 
9  (16) 


8  (84) 
5  (53) 


Child  lives  In 
natural  home 


882(163)    912(182)    962(250)       842(264)      922(216)    852(225)  892(1300) 


Symptoms 

Chaotic  Home 
Lack  of  supervision 
Emotional  neglect 
Physical  neglect 


242  (44)  172  (33)  42  (11) 

34  (62)  26  (51)  29  (76) 

34  (62)  21  (42)  6  (15) 

28  (52)  24  (48)  16  (42) 


362(112)  362  (84)  212  (56)  232(340) 

32  (101)  43  (101)  32    (84)  33  (475) 

19    (60)  15    (36)  39  (104)  22  (319) 

34  (108)  20    (48)  26    (68)  25  (366) 


Protective  Service  History 

572(105)    532(105)  562(145) 


Indications  child 
previously  abused 
or  neglected 


642(200)      472(111)    562(149)  562(815) 


Previous  report  of 
abuse/neglect  to 
Welfare  Department 

Previous  report  of 
abuse/neglect  to 
another  agency 

History  of 
Foster  Care 

Protective  Service 
Court  Involvement 


19    (35)    35    (69)    33    (86)       24    (76)     28    (67)    21    (56)    27  (389) 


4      (7)      1      (2)      5    (14)       14    (45)       6    (15)    12    (31)      8  (114) 


10  (18)  3  (5)  7  (19)  4  (13)  7  (17)  10  (27)  7  (99) 
16    (30)     8    (16)    12    (32)       16    (49)      14    (34)    11    (28)    13  (189) 


5Ethnicity  percentages  are  based  only  on  those  cases  for  which  the  information 
was  available  in  the  case  record. 

•Interpret  cautiously—substantial  missing  data. 
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TABLE  5 
REPORT  SOURCE 


BOSTON 
(N=185) 

SPRING- 

FIELD 

(N=199) 

WORCESTER 
(N=260) 

LAWRENCE 
(N=314) 

GREATER 

BOSTON 

(N=236) 

NEW 

BEDFORD 
(N=265) 

STATE- 

WlUt 

(N=1459) 

Parent/Guardian 

5%  (9) 

3%  (6) 

9%(23) 

2%  (7) 

5%(12) 

5%(13) 

5%  (70) 

Relative 

6  (11) 

4  (8) 

6 

(15) 

6 

(19) 

2 

(4) 

7 

(18) 

5  (75) 

Friend/Neighbor 

6(11) 

5  (9) 

17 

(45) 

5 

(17) 

5 

(12) 

13 

(34) 

Private  Physician 

1  (1) 

1  (2) 

3 

(7) 

2 

(6) 

0 

(0) 

1 

(3) 

1  (19) 

Hospital /CI  inic 
Personnel 

17  (32) 

10  (20) 

6 

(15) 

8 

(26) 

11 

(25) 

3 

(7) 

9  (125) 

Law  Enforcement/ 
Medical  Examiner/  1  (1) 
Probation  Officer 

7  (13) 

5 

(12) 

12 

(37) 

4 

(9) 

5 

(13) 

0        \O0  ) 

Court/Judge 

1  (1) 

0  (0) 

0 

(0) 

0 

(0) 

6 

(15) 

1 

(3) 

1  (19) 

DPW  Social  Worker 

9  (17) 

10  (20) 

10 

C27) 

10 

(32) 

17 

(39) 

16 

(42) 

12  (177) 

Social  Worker- 
Private  or  Public 
Agency                 15  (28) 

27  (53) 

19 

(48) 

14 

(43) 

7 

(17) 

13 

(34) 

15  (223) 

Teacher/School 
Administrator 

14  (25) 

12  (24) 

10 

(26) 

10 

(32) 

15 

(36) 

5 

(13) 

II   ^ 1  bo  J 

Other  School 
Personnel 

4  (8) 

8  (15) 

2 

(6) 

9 

(26) 

3 

(8) 

6 

(17) 

6  (80) 

Anonymous 

16  (30) 

9  (17) 

9 

(23) 

15 

(47) 

19 

(46) 

11 

(29) 

13  (192) 

Other/Unknown 

6  (11) 

6  (12) 

5 

(13) 

7 

(22) 

6 

(13) 

15 

(39) 

8  (110) 

Mandated 
Reporters 

59%(109) 

66^(132) 

52%  (135) 

56%(176) 

60%(142) 

4556(119) 

56%(813) 

Non-mandated 
Reporters 

17  (31) 

12  (24) 

32 

(83) 

14 

(45) 

12 

(28) 

25 

(66) 

19  (277) 

Anonymous 
Reporters 

16  (30) 

9  (17) 

9 

(23) 

15 

(47) 

19 

(46) 

11 

(29) 

13  (192) 

Other/Unknown 

8  (15) 

13  (26) 

7 

(19) 

15 

(46) 

8 

(20) 

19 

(51) 

12  (177) 
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TABLE  6 


RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN 

r>T  c-  doc:  TTTOM 

AINU  KtrUKI 

cm  idpc 

SPRING- 

GREATER 

NEW 

STATE- 

BOSTON 

FIELD 

WORCESTER 

LAWRENCE 

BOSTON 

BEDFORD 

WIDE 

(N=185) 

(N=l 99) 

(N=260) 

(N=314) 

(N=236) 

(N=265) 

(N=1459) 

Screened  Out  Cases 

Mandated  Reporters 

6%  (7)6 

45%(60)  ■ 

30%(40) 

15%  (26) 

13%(18) 

10%(12) 

20%(163) 

No n -man da ted 
Reporters 

0  (0) 

67  (16) 

54  (45) 

24  (11) 

32  (9) 

15  (10) 

33  (91) 

Anonymous 

7  (2) 

82  (14) 

30  (7) 

Reporters 

66  (31) 

11  (5) 

10  (3) 

32  (62) 

Other/ unknown 

7     M  \ 

CO  1C 

jo    \  1  0  ) 

37  (7) 

TO           1  C  \ 

13  (6) 

in      /  o  \ 

10  (2) 

2    (1  ) 

18  (32) 

TOTAL 

0/o\  lU) 

05/o\  1  1)0  ) 

38% (99) 

24%  (74) 

14%(34) 

10%(26) 

24% (348) 

Assessed  Out  Cases 

Mandated  Reporters 

1  h    \  O  ) 

CI  lo  \  J  D  ) 

26%(35) 

14%  (25) 

15%(21 ) 

22%(26) 

18%(150) 

Non-mandated 

Reporters 

19  (6) 

17  (4) 

20  (17) 

16  (7) 

36  (10) 

33  (22) 

24  (66) 

Anonymous 

Reporters 

33  (10) 

6  (1) 

43  (10) 

21  (10) 

37  (17) 

45  (13) 

32  (61) 

Other/unknown 

0  (0) 

15  (4) 

26  (5) 

30  (14) 

25  (5) 

37  (19) 

27  (47) 

TOTAL 

1355(24] 

22%(44) 

26%(67) 

18%  (56) 

23%(53) 

30%(80) 

22%(324) 

Assessed  In/ 
Already  Active 
Cases 


Mandated  Reporters 

45% (49) 

22%(29) 

40% (54) 

59% (104) 

30% (42) 

51%(61) 

42%(339) 

Non-mandated 

Reporters 

23  (7) 

8  (2) 

20  (17) 

42  (19) 

18  (5) 

42  (28) 

28  (78) 

Anonymous 

Reporters 

17  (5) 

0  (0) 

26  (6) 

13  (6) 

28  (13) 

17  (5) 

18  (35) 

Other/unknown 

33  (5) 

19  (5) 

21  (4) 

57  (26) 

30  (6) 

29  (15) 

34  (61) 

TOTAL 

36%(66) 

18%(36) 

31%(81 ) 

49%(155) 

28%(66) 

41%(109) 

35%( 51 3) 

No  Decision/ 
Not  Assigned  Cases 


Mandated  Reporters 

40% (44) 

6%  (8) 

3%  (4) 

7%  (12) 

42%(59) 

15%(18) 

18%(145) 

Non-mandated 

Reporters 

58  (18) 

8  (2) 

4  (3) 

18  (8) 

14  (4) 

8  (5) 

14  (40) 

Anonymous 

24  (7) 

17  (33) 

Reporters 

43  (13) 

12  (2) 

0  (0) 

0  (0) 

24  (11) 

Other/unknown 

60  (9) 

8  (2) 

16  (3) 

0  (0) 

35  (7) 

27  (14) 

20  (35) 

TOTAL 

45%(84) 

7%(14) 

42(10) 

6%  (20) 

34% (81 ) 

17%(44) 

18%(253) 

6%  of  the  mandated  reports  (7  cases)  in  Boston  were  screened  out. 
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TABLE  7 


RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  REPORT  TYPE  AND  REPORT  SOURCE 


Neglect  Cases 

Mandated  Reporters 
Non-mandated 

Reporters 
Anonymous 
-  Reporters 
Other/unknown 
TOTAL 


BOSTON 
(N=185) 


49% (53) 
52  (16) 


SPRING- 
FIELD WORCESTER 
(N=199)  (N=260) 


49% (64) 
67  (16) 


48% (65) 
59  (49) 


43  (13)  65  (11  )  39  (9) 
80  (12)  54  (14)  53  (10) 
51%(94)    53%Tl05T    51  %( 1  33) 


LAWRENCE 
(N=314) 


52%(91) 

53  (24) 

64  (30) 
61  (28) 
55%(1 73) 


GREATER 

BOSTON 

(N=236) 


49%(70) 
50  (14) 


NEW 

BEDFORD 
(N=265) 


51%(61) 
59  (39) 


57  (26)      72  (21) 
35    (7)    ,45  (23) 
50%(117)    54% (144) 


STATE- 
WIDE 
(N=1459) 


50% (404) 

57  (158) 

58  (110) 
53  (94) 
53%(766) 


Abuse  Cases 


Mandated  Reporters 

30% (33) 

30% (39) 

31%(42) 

17% 

(29) 

18%(25) 

18%(21) 

23%(189) 

Non-mandated 

Reporters 

16 

(5) 

4 

(1) 

11  (9) 

16 

(7) 

18 

(5) 

14 

(9) 

13 

(36) 

Anonymous 

(2) 

(33) 

Reporters 

17 

(5) 

12 

(2) 

44  (10) 

17 

(8) 

13 

(6) 

7 

17 

Other/unknown 

0 

(0) 

23 

(6) 

26  (5) 

22 

(10) 

20 

(4) 

35 

(18) 

24 

(43) 

TOTAL 

23%(43) 

2 4% (48) 

25%(66) 

)7i 

(54) 

17%(40) 

1 9%( 50) 

21*1301) 

Neglect  and  Abuse 
Cases 

Mandated  Reporters  12%(13) 
Non-mandated 

Reporters  19  (6) 

Anonymous  Reporters  33  (10) 
Other/unknown  13  (2) 

TOTAL  17%(31 ) 


11%(14)       4%  (5)       1 9% ( 34 )       20%(28)      15%(18)  14%(112) 


13  (3) 
24  (4) 
19(5) 
13%(26) 


6  (5) 
0  (0) 
11  (2) 
5%(12) 


29  (13) 
17  (8) 

n  (5) 

19%(60) 


14  (4) 
20  (9) 
25(5) 
19%(46) 


15  (10) 
3  (1) 
12(6) 
13%(35) 


15  (41) 
17  (32) 
14  (25) 
14%(210) 


Sexual  Abuse  Cases 


Mandated  Reporters 

6%  (6) 

6%  (8) 

4%  (5) 

10%(18) 

9%(13) 

8%  (9) 

7%  (59) 

Non-mandated 

Reporters 

10  (3) 

0  (0) 

4  (3) 

0  (0) 

0  (0) 

0  (0) 

2  (6) 

Anonymous 

Reporters 

0  (0) 

0  (0) 

13  (3) 

0  (0) 

2  (1) 

0  (0) 

2  (4) 

Other/unknown 

0  (0) 

0  (0) 

0  (0) 

4  (2) 

15  (3) 

6  (3) 

5  (8) 

TOTAL 

5%  (9) 

4%  (8) 

4%(11) 

7%(20) 

8%(17) 

5%(12) 

5%  (77) 

49%  of  the  mandated  reports  (53  cases)  in  Boston  were  reports  of  neglect 
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TABLE  8 
ACTIONS  TAKEN 


SPRING- 


GREATER  NEW 


STATE- 


BOSTON      FIELD        WORCESTER     LAWRENCE      BOSTON       BEDFORD  WIDE 
(N=l 74)    (N=94)         (N=l 58)         (N=231)      (N=200)      (N=233)  (N=1090) 

Phone  calls  to  DPW        52%  (91)    17%(16)     89%(140)       50%(116)    72%(144)    24%  (55)  52%(562) 


Phone  calls  to 
private  agencies 

Phone  calls  to 
school 

Phone  calls  to 
family  members 

Home  visit 

Interview/ 
observation  of 
child 

Solicitation  of 
medical  report 

Solicitation  of 
psychological 
report 

Phone  calls  to 
accused 

Interview  with 
accused 

Average  number  of 
actions  per  child 


33  (57)  35  (33)  70  (111)  57  (132)  55  (110)  35    (81)  48  (524) 

19  (34)  14  (13)  27    (43)  33  (76)  33  (65)  27    (63)  27  (294) 

22  (39)  2  (2)  13    (21)  13  (30)  23  (46)  18    (41)  16  (179) 

63  (109)  70  (66)  82  (129)  83  (1  92)  58  (1  1  5)  65  (1  51  )  70  (762) 

53  (93)  67  (63)  82  (130)  74  (170)  55  (111)  64  (150)  66  (717) 

16  (28)  29  (27)  32    (50)  32  (73)  14  (27)  10    (23)  21  (228) 

13  (23)  11  (10)  22    (35)  15  (34)  16  (32)  12    (29)  15  (163) 

18  (32)  2  (2)  46    (73)  2  (4)  3  (5)  2      (4)  11  (120) 

26  (45)  59  (55)  70  (111)  23  (52)  7  (14)  54  (125)  37  (402) 


3.48  3.14 


5.53 


4.13 


3.53 


3.23 


3.84 


For  reports  which  were  not  screened  out. 
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TABLE  9 

RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  ACTIONS  TAKEN  AND  REPORT  TYPE 


SPRING- 
BOSTON  FIELD 
(N-l 74)  (N=94) 


GREATER     NEW  STATE- 
WORCESTER       LAWRENCE       BOSTON       BEDFORD  WIDE 
(N=158)  (N=231)       (N=200)      (N=233)  (N=1090) 


Phone  Calls  to  DPW 

Neglect  only  582  (51  )9  202(10)  932  (69) 

Abuse  only  38  (15)  7.   (2)  85  (45) 

Neglect  and  abuse  58  (18)  27    (3)  91  (10) 

Sexual  abuse  33  (3)  0    (0)  80  (8) 

None3  66  (4)  33    [T]  80  (8 

ToTaT  32TW)  T727J6T  89^(140" 


622 
26 
38 
57 
0 


(81) 
(10) 
(17) 
(8) 
(0 


702  (65)  232  (29)  542(305) 

67    (24)  17     (8)  43  (104) 

76    (32)  31    (11)  52  (91) 

63    (10)  20     (2)  51  (31) 

100    (13)  33      (5)  62  (31) 

722(144  I4TT55T  522X562) 


Phone  Calls  to 
Private  Agencies 

Neglect  only 
Abuse  only 


38? 
28 

Neglect  and  abuse  32 


Sexual  abuse 
None 
TOTAL 


11 
33 


(33) 
(11) 
(10) 
(1) 
(2) 


372(18) 
28  (8) 


45 
50 
33 


(5) 
(1) 
(1 


332  (57)  352(33 


772  (57) 
60  (32) 
73  (8) 
80  (8) 
60  (6) 
702(111) 


612  (80) 
37  (14) 


58 
71 
67 


(26) 
(10) 
(2 


57t(l32 


532  (49)  342  (43)  502(280) 

47    (17)  25    (12)  39  (94) 

67    (28)  51    (18)  54  (95) 

69    (11)  50     (5)  59  (36) 

38     (5)  20     (3)  38  (19) 

ssTrrrar  istwt  482(524 


Home  Visits 

Neglect  only 
Abuse  only 
Neglect  and  abuse 
Sexual  abuse 
None 
TOTAL 


652 

55 

65 

66 

66 


(57) 
(22) 
(20) 
(6) 

(A! 


612(30) 
79  (23) 
(8) 
(2) 


73 
100 


63t(l0§)  702(66) 


852  (63) 
81  (43) 
73  (8) 
90  (9) 
60  (6) 
822(129) 


842(110) 
79  (30) 
82  (37) 
86  (12) 
100  (3) 
832(192) 


532  (49)  662  (83) 

50    (18)  54  (26) 

71    (30)  66  (23) 

50     (8)  70  (7) 

77    (10)  80  (12) 

582(115  652 (151) 


702(392) 
66  (162) 
72  (126) 
72  (44) 
76  (38) 
7031(762) 


Interview/ 
Observation 
of  Child 

Neglect  only 
Abuse  only 


562  (49) 
45  (18) 

Neglect  and  abuse  55  (17) 


Sexual 

None 

TOTAL 


abuse 


55  (5) 

67  (4 

532  (93 


572(28) 
79  (23) 
64  (7) 
100  (2) 
100  (3 
672(63 


882  (65) 
83  (44) 
55  (6) 
90  (9) 
50(6) 
322(130) 


762  (99) 
61  (23) 
78  (35) 
71  (10) 
100  (3) 
742(170) 


492  (46) 
47  (17) 
71  (30) 
56  (9) 

69  (9 

552(111 


662  (83) 
56  (27) 
71  (25) 
70  (7) 
S3  8) 
642(150) 


662(370) 
62  (152) 
69  (120) 
69  (42) 
66  (33) 
662(717) 


Interview 
With  Accused 

Neglect  only 
Abuse  only 


15 

Neglect  and  abuse  26 
Sexual  abuse  22 
None  17 
TOTAL 


322  (28) 


(6) 
(8) 
(2) 


532(26) 

66  (19) 
55  (6) 

100  (2) 

67  (2 


262  (45)  592(55 


822  (61  ) 
64  (34) 
73  (3) 
50  (5) 

30  (3 

702TJTT 


172  (22) 
37  (14) 
16  (7) 
57  (8) 

33  h 

232  (52 


42    (4)    602  (75) 


14 
12 
0 

0  (0 

7i  (14 


(5)    50  (24) 
(5)    46  (16) 
(0)    70  (7) 
20(3) 
542(125) 


392(216) 
42  (102) 
29  (50) 
39  (24) 
20  (10) 
372(402) 


For  some  children,  a  report  was  filed  with  no  clear  description  of  symptoms. 
3  For  reports  which  were  not  screened  out. 


9. 


Workers  called  DPW  for  582  of  the  children  in  Boston  reported  for  neglect  (51  children). 
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TABLE  10 
STAFFING  PATTERNS10 


NO.  OF  ASSESSORS  STAFF  NEED  SURPLUS/DEFICIT 

JUNE        JULY  JUNE  JULY  JUNE  JULY 


30ST0N 

20 

19 

39 

38 

-19 

-19 

SPRINGFIELD 

12.4 

15.4 

24 

19 

-11.6 

-  3 

WORCESTER 

13 

13 

12 

16 

+  1 

-  3 

LAWRENCE 

16 

16 

16 

18 

0 

-  2 

GREATER  BOSTON 

21 

23 

34 

40 

-13 

-17 

NEW  BEDFORD 

11 

9 

11 

25 

0 

-16 

STATE 

93.4 

95.4 

136 

156 

-42.6 

-60 

Source:    Social  Service  Staffing  Report  for  June  and  July,  1978. (Based  on  maximum 
of  150  units  per  worker). 
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